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ABSTRACT ——— : . S

- ’ One of a series of sixteen kncwledge transformation
papers, this paper combines a glimpse at histotical origins cf the
relationship tetween vocational education and_employment training
pregrame with an examination of current vocat.idnal education-CETA
»(Comprehensive Employment and Training Act) relationships. While
research and development are recormended to imprcve the understanding
of these.relationships, emphasis.is also given to the idea that
cooperative efforts provide a means to improve individual well-being
thrcugh enhanced labor market opportunity. Besideg titing major
research and legislaticn affecting vocational education and federal
invclvenent in employment and training, comparisons are drawn between
socational education and CETA in the following areas: allocation of,
¢/ederal funds, target groups, delivery systems, and interaction.
Then, thKe eight titles cf ‘the CETA Apendsents of 1978 are summarized.
Next, examples are given of recent institutiodnal change produced by
YEDPA (Ycath Employment Demonstration Programs Act). After describing
these present organizationad poseibilities, their translation into ’
probability statements is considered. Also included is a reccmmended
research agenda for determining organizational cbjectives and who can

be helped, under what .circumstances, and at what cost. The appendixes
‘show the evclution of the CETA titles, the allccation of CETA funds,
and fcrzulas for their allocation. (ELG) : (e -
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" > FOREWORD ' a
- ) - A
.IncrEisxng ‘federal’ emphaalh on emplayrent and tralnlng pruglaﬁ; to meet the
needs of the disadvantaged has alerted vocational “educators to -the importance
. Q£ such programs as they relate to the goals and client groups ‘of vocational
education. Considerable discussion has already ‘taken place on the possibili-
ties of coordination between vocational education and programs funded under
the Comprehensive Employment and Frzining Att (CETA). A major new initiative
has recently been anmcunced by the U. S. Office of Education and the U. S.
Y Department of Labor to coordinate vocational education and employment and
" traihing drganizations mandated under the 1976 vocational education amend-
ments and the 1978 CETA amendments.  In light of such cooperative efforts,
Lthis paper raviews the background behlnd vocational education and emp}oymént
"and training programs, compares vocational education.and CETA, outlines the
provisions .of the CETA amendments of 1978, and makes recommendations for

research pflﬂrltlES.b

'""The Coordination of Vocational Education Programs with CETAY is one of a /
sertes of 16 papers. produced during the flr%t year of the National Cenpter's
Lnawledge -transformation program. The; 16 papers are concentrated in,the
four theme areas emphasized under the National Center contract: %petlal needs’
_,ubpépulatlans, sex, fairness, planning, and evaluation #n vocatipnal educa-
tion., .The review and synthesis of vesearch in each topic area is intended
to communicate knowledge and suggest applications. Papers should be .of
! intersst to all vgcatlonal educators, including administrator¥, researchers,
federal ag;ncy persnnﬁeA, &ﬂd the National Center staff,
Th; profession is indebted to Dr. David W. Stevens for hlS ScholarShIP ﬂ? ;
preparing- .he paper. Recngnltlon is also due Ms. Judy Meyer ‘University of
Heuston, Dr. James Atteberry, University of Missouri- Columbia, and Dz,
kobert Darcy, the National Center for Research in Vocational Education, for
their critical review of the manuscript. The author also wishes to acknow-
ledge those who reviewed the draft of his paper, including: Ralph Bregmdn,
National Advisory Council on Vocational Educatioun; Paul J. Clangey, Jr.,
Reninsula 0Office of ManpuvWer Pragramg Virginia; Henry Dav1d Vocational
Igucation Study Proje¢t Director, National Institute of Educatloﬁ Kenneth
O'Hare, Director of Planning, Mayor's Office of Manpower, Lh1cagc, and | .
“  Kay Raithel, Director, Missouri Occupational Information-Coordinating Com-

pittee, Dr. Carol P. Kowle, rescarch specialist, supervised the publication
of the series. Ms. Jo-Ann Cherry coordinated editing and- pfoduction.
Rebert E. Taylor

Executive Director

National Lenter for Research

in Vocational Education
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INTRODUCTION ‘

The timing of this paper coincides with announ;ement of a major new copperative
initiative py the Burcau of ”LLupdtloﬂdl and Adult Education, U.S. Office of
JUgdtlnn, and the Office of Youth Programs, Employment and Trﬂlﬂlng Adminis-
tration, Department of Labor. This initiative is intended to comply with ~
mimdates for coordination of vocatioral education and employment aﬁd training
organizations set forth in the vocational education amendments of 1976,
and the Comprehensi¥%e Employment and Tralnlng Act (CETA) Amendment% of 1978
(P.L. 95-524): - ' :

. The joint national
an ddv1aory body andN
s;;undury "personnel ; 11frd‘dgequ %upport %taFF to nrov1dc a
techrical strategy} lntdrdycngy education and labor suppoit
staff cdofsultants; and o working core of 1ntrasagcngy sunport
staff. (Manpuwc r and Vocational PdULdtan Weekly, December 7, AN
1978, p..9) - . : P
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Four demonstration projects beginning in September, 1979 will be copdu;ﬁéd
thraugh this interagency agreement: ) ~

1. A vocational education ingentives program, which-will foster collaboration
2. .An in-school 'youth work project

3. An Upward Bound project based on summLf’youth program EXPEIIEHLE to dgtg
4 Work-education councils

The objective of this paper is to recommend resear:hiand developmc.ut that
will improve our understunding of organizational behavior in these arenas
and help us detect relatlunahxps between organizational structure and
effectiveness on behalf of clients, ,undmdgk vocational education and employ
ment and training legislation is outlined- and current cooperative mandates
examined in detail. Available EVlanLC concerning actual administrative
practices in these respects is e) plgr;d Research priorities are dl%CuSEEd
in a congludlng_se;tlon, )

The underlying theme of the pgpew Ns that . LOOpEthIVE vocational edugatlon—
"CETA relationships should he designed primarily as a means to achieve txﬁ
follow1ng end: improvement of individual well- -being through.enhanced labor
market opportunity. Promotion of coordination and cooperation between CETA
and vocational education should therefore be guided, at least in part, by.

the anticipated effect such linkages\will have on sub%gquent c¢lient labor
market opportunitics. Too often institutional relationships are fostered

or discouraged with little or no LDﬂﬁldLTltﬂDn of the consequences these
actions will have for labor market opportunities of clients. .The gulf which
currently.caists between studies of organizational behavior and assessments of

%
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client outcomes is identified as a major barrier to understanding how an
integrated vocatlonal education and employment and training system can
contribute te the enhancement of individual labor market opportunity.

BACKGROUHD - o ! |
f . ,“‘_ ' . i . /;
Vocational ;Education | _ ? . (X

The historical evolution of vocational education is well documented (Ruscio,
1977; Giodarno and Praeger, 1977; Lazerson and Grubb, 19745 Bolino, 1972.).

.

An abbreviated version of the history of vocational education begins with the
Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890 which duthorized the first federal participa-
tion in vocational cducation through the establishment of land.grint colleges.
The American Féderation of Labor (1886}, National Agsociation of Manufac-
turers (1895), National Society for the Promotion of Industrial Education
(1906), and other national organizations thereafter promoted federal funding

= Lo . s = . x s 5 / [
. for vocational education to sustain the industrialization précess and Zo

©1. Funds should be provided to states in & unoncategorical (b.ock grant)

impiove the relevance of education curricula. Congress responded by appoint-
ingda Commission on National Aid to Vocational Education i 1914, which

formed the basis for the Smith-Hughes (Vocational Education) Act of 1914.
This legislation adopted a categorical conception of occupational development
of skills, authorized federal ajd foxr a limited number of occupations, and
established a Federal Board for Wocational Education.. The Smith-Hughes pro-
vision that states match federal funds adsured a partnership in supporting
vocational training which continues to this day. The George-Dean Act of 1936
extended federal support to distributive curricula. The George-Hirden Act
of 1946 increased\?uﬂQing'levelé and provided greater curriculum flexibility,
but still_within{a“catﬁgorical program framework. The Vocational Education
Act of 1963 (VEA), and subsequent amendments through 1976, strongly affirm
two principles. of federal involvement in-vocational. education: U

manner for allocation among occupatlenal program catégories which best
serve state neecds. . .- -

3

. 2. Funds are to be focused om serving economically dnd educationally

disadvantaged persons. : y

Before progressing further, one important point should be ;mpﬁasized;# No
.attempt is made fiere to determinc the houndary between skill development as
an educational activity and training as a labor narket phenonenon. The dis-
tinction between vocational edacation and employment and training that is
adopted throughout this paper merely reflects an ackrpwledgment of the pre- .
sent bureaucratic structure of government. 11 .

} <""~.\ : )
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\ H
D A



Employment and Training , .

Again, there are many available sources (Davidson, 19723 Mangum, 19060
Levitan and Taggart, 1971) that document the evolution of federil involvement
in-employment and training prcprqmq Paralleling the growth and periodic
“restructuring of vocational education, the employment and training program
network has evolved from origins based on specific circumstances. [In order
to explain this evolution, the personalities and situations involved should
he described. L
a ( ’t i

The Arca Rcdgv&lopm@nt Act, ARA (1961), Manpower Development and Training
Act, MDTA (1962), Itanomlx Opportunity Act, EOA {1941}, and Model Cities
(1965) le glslatxcn were cnacted.  These iour statutes grew out of alleged
“area-specific and population group prablﬂmb. The MDTA found initial support
in the specter of technological unemployment, that is, sudden” ohsolescence
of skills which had previously produced adequate carnings. But th._gan—
srituency of MDTA soon broadened as cconomic conditions improved in the
mid-1960s. . ‘ o

-

For this discussion the following observations pertinent to this legislation

will be important:

1. Once enacted, legislation like the ARA and the MDTA created-bureaucracies
which then ngt about for ncw constituencies. '

2, The U. S. Department of Labor was in an ideal position to absorb programs
that it had administered under EOA auspices, when the 0ffice of Lconomic
DppuTtunIty cane under fire. :

5. The Concentrated Employment Propram (CEP) effort to target resources and
promot interagency cooperation, and the Cooperative pArea Manpower Plan-
ning 5yacémks (CAMPS) weaknesses, provided early evidence of the diffi-
culties whidh _can be expected when cooperation is mandated without
providing adequate sanctions or incentives.

bavidson (1972) has captured the essence of the 19605 era of employment and
triining policy by stating:

but also, and more fundamentally, of the manner in which leicicﬁiﬁg
are formulated and sustained in a pluralist political svstem. As =
cach new pressing need is identificd and publicized, a remedy or
palliative is fashioned in the form of a governmental program.

Thus governmental inv - -went tends to be a mosaic of single- .
purpos¢ efforts, with  cvitable discord. Once a program is
launched, its authors, implementor+, and clients comprisce a
lobby dedicated to perpetuating the activity., (p. 7)

Program -Fragmentation is a product not only of agency rivalries .8
! I £ )

At the same time, new adversary relationships appeared as competition for
tederal funds created new types of, organizational instability. The Emergency v
Employment Act (1971) authorized a small-scale version of what was soon to

=
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become the dominant component of Department of Labor funded employment and
training activity--Public Service Employment (P'SE).  Some decentralization

of employment and training programs occurred when the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) was enacted. Direct funding of units

of local government, ingluding Balance-of=5tate arecas, contrasts sharply with
vocational education's practice of making prlﬂtL—ln‘dld to states. For FY 1979
the prime sponsor network includes: 66 cities; 180 countios, T4d consoitia
(combinations of city and/or county gDVETHmEnt%) 49 states and torvitories;

20 cities, counties or rural areas operating under exceptional circumstances,
or as concentrated employment programs; and 170 Native Anerican viganizations,

Since the treatment of vocational education in the CYTA Amendments of 1973
will be examined later, no more general historical background is necessary
here. However, the cvolvxng youth focus of employment and training programs
deserves attention. This cmphasis began with youth-oriented amendments to
the MDTA Ln 1963, and included creation of both in-school and out-of-school
component3 of the Neighborhood Youth Corps _(NYC) and Job Corps in the EOA of
1964, the Apprenticeship Outrcach Program (AOP) in 1968, and, since 1968,
the Summer Program for_Economically Disadvantaged Youth (SPEDY) under CETA
auspices. The result was the enactment of the Youth Employment and Dcmﬂn=
stration Projects (YEDPA) in August 1977 (Taggert, 1976; 1978).

L
The YEDPA, which was consolidated into the CETA Amendments of 1978 as Title 1V,
Part A, included a Youth Employment and Training Program (YETP) component
which is now Subpart 3 of Title IV Part A. In practice, this component has
exhibited a heayy work EKPETILHEQ emphasis, although it was written to permit
the en;are rang% of services available in Title I (now Titic¢ II) of the
CEFA<+" Also authorized through YEDPA auspices were a Young Adult Conscrvation
Corps (YACC), a Youth Community Conservation aud Improvement Projects (YCCIV),
component, and a Youth Tngéntlve Fntltlumgnt P‘lot P'rojects (YIFPP) component .

i

IhE Secretary of Labor is to report to Congress g later than Margh 1, 1980
.proposals for the integration and LDﬂSOlld?;;Qh of the programs '
eatgbllshed by Part A of Title IV and Title VII with the program established

by -Title II'" (Section 12%(C)). (The content of each of these titles is
described in a subscquent section ot this paper.) Funding authorization is
provided for Part A of Title IV only for fiscal years 1979 and 1980, and’thc
Office of Madagcment and Budget has prop03Ld drastic cuts in funding for

FY 1980 in keep;ng with Prcsldent Ldrtgr 5 goal to reduce the size of the

Hapgfully, substantldl pfﬂglgﬁﬁ Nlll hgv; h;cn madg hy then in our under:
standing of the issues dealt with in the remainder of this paper.

'
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND CETA:  COMPARILONG

Allocation of Federal Funds

Voeational education is a stiate propram, while CETA is controlled by units of
local government, cacept for Balance-ol=State prise oponsors (Anderson and
Rozansky, 1970). To receive vocational educarion funds, =s*iates submit o
peneral application, a five-year plan, and an annual plan.

The allocation factors for vocational education funds which are available to
the states are: population size, age digteibution, and average per capita
income. Of the-amount available for distribution to the states, fifty percent
is based on the age group 15-19; twenty percent on the age range 26-2:45 and
fifteen percent each on the age interval 25-65 and the prior distribution
("Distribution of Funds," 1978). LEach state is assigned an allotment ratio
which is hased on average per capita income over the most recent three vears
for which data are available. A dollar-for-dollar state matching of tunﬂ% is
required for Part B, state program allocations (U.S. Department of llealth,
Education and Welfare, 1976a). This hnsic grant comprises eighty percent of
available funds allotted under Sectiop 102(a) of the Voacational Fducation Acr
The remaining twenty percent of funds dlstrxhutcd urider this part is for
program improvement and supportive services, exemplary and innovative programs,
and curriculum development programs, A separate federal allocation to pre-
determined local arcas, which-does not requive state matching, is carmarked
for programs for dis as with high vouth unce:loyment

advantaged persons in area:
and high percentages of high school dropouts.

CETA funding is more complex than vocational education distributions. Basically,
the relative number of unemployed persons, the relative number of persons in
families with an annual income below the low-income level, and the relative
number of unemploved persons residing in areis of substantial unemnlovment ave
the key factors considered. lowever, definitions vary by title. "Relative
number! refers to interstate comparisons, and the Secretary of Labor 1s dl-LLt od
ra et in accarmlines with these flLTﬁFL in determining prime sponsor allocations
within srates. :p;;ztlL pr0v1a10na drc (idmlncd in the scction of this paper
which eaplores RS Following vocational education's
lead, there is provision fnr furward tundxng of CETA programs in the 1478
amendments (Section 112(d) (1)), which will improve planning oppertunities if

it is actuallv implemented through the appronriations process.

1

1 rget Groups

Vocational Cducnfiﬁr‘prnﬂr1m< address educationnl disadvartagement, which
includes economic disadvantagement, but the prgdmhlc to the VEA specifically
refers to the need to serve all people of all ages, with set-asides for special

Jgtarget groups. The time frame for individual development is usually longer

development remains a core feature.

than one year,.and a variety of activities may be involved, although =snill
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CET« programs are targeted on those who exhibit e;pn@micfdisadvéntagement,
which is frequently assumed to be.indicative of a need for training, and are
unemployed, underemployed, or-in school (effective with the 1978 CETA Amend-
ments). The CETA Amendments of 1978 emphasize these criteria.  The time
frame for-employment, training, and supportive service activities is much
shorter and more varied than that of many vocational educatién programs; how-
ever, importart exceptions are to.be found. . The range .of services provided
for an individual has varied widely among prime sponsors. Institutional
skill traini»g has dimifished in relative importance ‘from the early years
of MDTA-in zay areas; but in others, such as Chicago, it has been ex-
panded to replace some work-experience activities. Observed diminution of
skill training in some locales has been attributed to hold-harmless pro-
visions of YEDPA which affect youth work experiénce funded through Tifle 1.

‘ . . :

Delivery Systems o

N

The vocational education system is largely dependént upon an already existing
inventory" of buildings, equipment, and certified staff members. There are
costs of being first on the scene, and a loss of flexibility is a major cost.
" Enrollment growth ir the 1960s coincided with the availability of MDTA and -
Economic Development Administration (EDA) funds, which allowed rapid
expansion of both physical and faculty resources. These resources are now’
in placep and both enrollment patterns and the availability of competing
services threaten the stability of the vocational education system.

. A1 . .
The CETA system is ostensibly open with regard te the selection of program ,
operators. ' There are no mandated presumptive service agerits, although the
" CETA Amendments of 1978 stress the prime sponsor's responsibility to use
existing organizations of demonstrated effectiveness. However,. in practical
“terms it would be. difficult for a prime sponsor to ignore an existing skill
" center begun under MDTA auspices. -The absence bf a presumptive mandate does
not short-circuit well-established local.power relationships and constituent
obligations. -Of particular .importance to vocational educators in. this re-
gard is the role of community-based organizations (CBOs)'. Historical
relationships betweén. the vocational education community and constitucnts of
some of the CBOs do not appear encouraging for future vdlunt§ry cooperation.
In part, this coolness arises from different overall agendas., Vocational
education systems must, try to serve all interested individuals. CBOs
typically serve a much more homogeneous constituency. There are administra-
tive tactics available to accomplish at least some degree .of .cooperation.
Classroom training funds can be channeled through the vocational education
system to CBOs which qualify as state-certified local education agencies
(LEAs), for example. '



Interaction

There are two quite distinct aspectd of cooperative ties between the
\ngt}del education ‘and CEIA systems: the oppértunity to cooperate, and
the i

entive to do so. Bgth the Vocdtlonal Educatlon ‘Act, as amended, and
the CETA Amendments of 1978 provide oppartunlty for cooperation. However
neither piece of legislation stresses incentives except the designation of
CETA funds, which may create an atmosphere which is less conducive to: genuine
cooperation than would exist otherwise. (For a more hopeful view of
cooperation see Mangum, 1975 and Bushnell, 197Bf -Current ties’ are usually
informal, unstable, and less than satisfactory in terms of mutual program
objectives. Anecdotal evidence from professional staff persons in the CETA
system suggests that LEA administrators above the vocational division
represent a major barrier to effective working relatianships.
| 7 .
ICOHSldéf the following cxcerpts from Roman Pucinski's testimony before the’
Senate in_its recent dellberatlons can;ern1ng CETA reauthorization (1978):

~There has not been sutf1c1ent emphasis on training, under CETA, to
“provide individuals with the skills they need to- make it on their '
own when the program ends. (p. 2) ;

CETA has not ad(quatgly focused on the problems of the structurally
unemploved,» has not served those who need the assistance the most,
and has not provided the education and training which w@uld qualify
them for new jobs in an expanding economy. (p. 5)

We must deal with thEstotal person and pravide basicﬂcommunicatioﬁ
skills, when nECEE%dry, to enhance job skills. (p. 5)

Training programs should notrbe geared Dnly o the needs of a local
labor mirket but should not exceed national/needs. (p. 6)

- Wherever possible, the existing caopcrativé education programs under
the Vocutional lLducation Act--which are targeted to areas with high
rates ol school dropouts and youth unemnloyment--should be expanded,
(p 10) - L ' -

. The issue LDHld th he more sharply drawn. What is the proper emphasis to be
placed on ediication- and training through CETA auspices, and what should
vocational education's role be in meeting this need (Kawle, 1978)7 These

» questions can only be addressed in the Lcntext of a clé&§ understandlng of
current law 1nd administrative practices.

—

~THE CETA AMENDMENTS OF 1978

The Compreltensive Employment and Training Act, as amended in 1978, contains
eight titles. Four of these titles include provisions which should be of
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major-interest to vocational educators These provisions are: descr;bed beluw.
First, the State af Purpazes Qf the Aut should be noted:

It is the purpns; of thls Act to prEVIdE ;ob tralnlng and Empigy=

Earﬂed 1néome . It is further the purpose of thls Actfta pidvidd
.+ for the maximum feasible coordination of pians, programs, and
“tivities under this Act with economic development, corumunity
development and related activities, such as vccatinnai education.

- {(emphasis added) (Sec ?) , . o

In other words, there is an Explltlt outcome ijEEtlvé, the increase in earned
income, with an associated designation of target groups. There is also an( .
1ndependent statement of a process goal, to profiote ccordination, which incTudes
vocational education. The process goal mlght be 1ntﬁrpreted as an intermediate
step toward achieving the desired increase in earned income. The overall* theme,
of this paper, however, is that organlgatlnnal behavior issues have not .been
assesased on these terms. In addition, there are other ‘possibie explanations

- for this stated purpose which will be discussed later.

1
'

Title.1: Administrative Provisions. ~

This title makes repeated ;eference to organizational provisiofis involving .-
vocational education systems. .Each prime sponsor's comprehensive "employment
and training plan, which consists.of a long-term master plan and an annual
plan, must inClude a detalled description of: A :

ised to 1nvolve...educat1§nal agencles :
the ‘ymethods and criteria which will be used to select such
deliv erors of services From an 1nventﬁry of pétentially s
available deliverors af services, ,
appropriate arrangements with_ educatlanal agencies serving '/
youth...for their participation in ‘the planning foprog1ams Lo
1ﬁc1uded in the plan ’
4, ‘(provisions) for utilizing thase services ahd facilities -
which are available...tc the extent deemed appropriate by
the prime sponsor after glv;ng due~consideration to the
effectiveness of such existing services and facilities
including.. .State«vocational edutatlon,. .area skill
centers, local educational agencies, (and) postsecondary
ro training and education institutions...but nothing contained
herein shall.be construed to limit the utilization of services
and facilities of private agencies

L]

i B
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"5, arrangements for (i) the use of skills centers ..and (ii)
o “the use,of;other E§b11c vécational education facilities in
' such area.. (and) a description of arrangments to promote
maximum feaﬁlble use. of agprentlzeshlp or other on-the-job
training opportunities.. -
6. arrangements made to ensure thafpartlclpatlon of and
 consultation with local educational agencies, (and)
, vocational education-agencies... -
7. evidence that in the development of such a plan there-has K
: been a continuings process of. consultation with interested
grcups in the area not directly represented on the prime
sponsor's planning EOUﬂCll 1ﬂc1ud1ng local advisory.
councils. .. 1 ‘
8. the procedures concerning ‘academic credit develcped in -
) fconjunctlan with the appropriate local educational agency '
© .- (5ec, 103) .
. A
Fhese xequlzements for the prlme sponsor's comprehensive employment and
tralnlng plun pravlde adequate EV1dence of the 1ntent10n of Congress tD

con51stent wlth effectlve achlevement af prlme span:or objectlves

= 1

Each prime SPDHSOP must designate a planning council 1nc1ud1ng a represen—

tative-of vocational education dgencies in the area, to: .

participate in the develapﬁent of, and submit recommendations
regarding, the prime sponsor's zomprehen51ve empioyment and

tra1n1ng plan and the basic goals, policies, and procedures of

the pr;me spohsor s programs and Qf other employment.and train-
ing programs in the prlme sponsor’'s 4rea " (Sec. 109) '

In addition to these provisions for each prime sponsor, any state seeking

-~ CETA funds is required to prepare a Govérnor's Coordination and Special
Services Plan which provides for:

P i =

y 1, (coord¥ 1mg all empioyment and training, education, and
related sérvices prov1deﬂ by the State, by prime sponsors,
by State education agencies and other approprlate 1nst1tut10ns
of vocational and higher education.
_ (Sec. 1DS)
-] 2. asusuring that comprehensive employment and training plans !
do not unnecessarily result in the dupllcltjan of services..
3. assuring the promotion of prime sponsor plnnnlng that takes
into account...vocational education... :
4. providing labor market and occupational information to. prime
sponsors and appropriate educational agencies and institutions
without reimbursement (Sec. 105)

ERIC
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The State Employment and Tyaining Council (was‘State Manpower Services Council),
must include at least one Fepresentative each from the state board of vocation-
al education and the State Advisbry Council on Vocational Educution, and is
charged to:* - - : '
1. identify, in coordination with the State Advisory Council
on Vocational Education, .the employment and training and
vocational education needs of the State and assess the -
extent to-which -employment and -training, vocational .
education...and other programs assisted under this and
éﬁj related Acts represent a consistent; integrated, ‘and .
-coordinated approach to meeting such needs...
comment at least once annually on the reports of the
: State Advisory Council on Vocational Education... :
© 32 ‘review the comprehensive employment and training plans of
prime sponsors..., especially with respect to nonutilization
or duplication of jexisting services (Sec. 110; 129(b} -
.. . . R

=

Neither the State Employment and Training Council nor the prime sponsor
Planning council have direct 'sanctions for prime sponsor failure to abide by
. their recommendations. There is provision for the Secretary of- Labor to :
require a prime sponsor to conform to recommendations made 'by either group if -
~ this is necessary to improve the administration and gffectiveness of its
programs (Sec. 104(c)(1)). Each prime sponsor is required to include in
its Comprehensive Employment and Training Plan planning council recommen- -
dations which were not included together with the reasons for rejecting

-4 g

‘ /;fﬁ?em (Sec. 103(a)(17)). - Ly -

It is concluded that ample-enublingrlanguage exists to permit CETA-vocational
00
Te

education
visions are
coopération.

cooperation. However, there is evidence that these enabling pro-
ecognized as being-inadequate by themselves to accomplish full

&

¥

- Title I1: CcmprehensiverEmPTGymEﬂt and
Training Services ' .

Six percent of funds made available for "Services For The- Economically Dis-
advantaged'" and "Upgrading and Retraining' under this Title (Sec. 202(b) and
Sec. 204) are earmarked for grants for supplemental qacafiunal education
assistance. Two billion dollars ‘is authorized for Parts A, B and C of Title
IT for FY 1979, so that the authorization is $120 million. This is an in-

- crease over the previous set-aside of five percent. These.grants are made to

‘ governors operating through state vocational education boards "to provide need-

-ed vocational-education services in arcas served by prime sponsors, in accordance

o 1"7
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' :

with an agreement between the state vocational education board und the prime
~sponsor' (Sec. 204(a)(1)). This funding indicates a .lack of Congressional
confidence in the sufficiency of Title 1 orgdnlzdtlonﬁl ‘provisions to achieve
the desired level of vocrtional education participation in CETA programs
Through regul& Title II contracting provisions. Howéver, earmarking creates
an interpretive ambiguity~in terms of whether funding is intended to be a
minimum or maximum allogizﬁnn; Readers who quickly respond that it is
obviously a minimum fail to recognize the psychological effect on prime
xponsor¥ of séging any part of resources that might potentially have been
2irs given to a designated extefnal organization, particularly when g
autonomy of local decision making is stressed at the same time. (The original
Carter proposal for amending CETA provided for a five percent allocation
directly to each prime sponsor carmarked for grants for vocational education.
services.) Those who would comment that these six percent funds go directly
-to governors, not to prime sponsors, miss the point that primﬁ'%pOﬁ%ors view
chese funds as having been withdfawn from their control; that is, the funds
should be theirs to allocate us;they sce fit.m
At 121%t ELghty five perc&nt of this six-percent allocation must beﬁq5ed for
* previding vocational education and services to participants in Titlé" [I
prograims.  The remainder ofl the six- pcr;entjgllogatlon is available:

1. to coordinate programsunder this Act with existing .
vocationat education programs

2. to coordinate the utilization of funds under this Act

' and the Vagationil‘lduuation Act of 1963 to enhance

3. to develop 11nkagcs betwecn VOLdtanal Edugatfﬂn
edu;atlﬂn Jnd trgln;ng prcgrdm% under this Acp’gnd

4. to prov;de teahnlgal 4551%t4ncc to vocational cdu;atlon
Ln%t;tutlongaﬂnd local education agencies to aid them’
in making é%ﬂpgratlve arrangements with Jpprgprlate
prime sponsors : .

5. . to provide -intformation, curriculum materials, and
technical assistance 'in curriculum development and
staff developments to prime sponsors (Sec. 204(c)(2))

\‘-.

. Eor“&grvigés for eligible participants through such auspices (Scc. 202(d)), .

O
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NAn additionul one percent of the amount available for this title is given to
the governor for encouraging coordination and establishing linkages betwecen
‘prime sponsors and appropriate educational agencies and institutions, and

‘All Ti%{e [T part K services are restricted to cconomically-disadvantaged

persons who are uncmployed, underemployed, or in scheol (Sec. 213, Sec. 3(8), .

SggiTZldj\USErvices tor Youth").
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Title II Part C provides fa&foécupational upgrading and retrainipg, including
v _ supportive services, conducted directly or through agreements with public and
_private employers or other organizations or agencies (Sec. EE;EB)(I))i

#
-~

Title I11:, Special Féderal Resongibilities
There are numerous opportunities for vocational education systems to become:
_involved in programs funded under this title, which include programs for- M
displaced homemakers, offenders, persons of limited English language pro- -
ficiency, handicapped individuals, single parents, youth, older’ workeTs,
imdividyals who lack educational credentials, public assistance recipients,
and Native Americans. However, there are no specific references made to
vocational education institutions in,the title. On the other hand, partner-
ships between prime sponsors and other organizations are specifically i
mentioned in Sec. 307(a) for discretionary funding consideration by the
Secretary of Labor

N

4

TitléiIV: Youth Programs
As Stated in“t§e iegislation:

It is the purpose of this title 'to provide a broad range of .
coordinated employment and training programs foreligible et
youth in order to provide effectively for comprehensive
‘emp’loyment and training‘services to improve their future
employability and to explore and experiment with altornative
/ hethods for accomplishing such purposes. (Sec.. 401)
10 i
There are three parts to this title: Part A--Youth Employment Demonstration,
Programs; Part B--Job Corps;. and Part C--Summer Yu&;h’?rngram. Assurance of- %
coordination with activities conducted under the Career iducation Incentive
Act is required. . K ‘ \

‘Youths aged 16-19° whose family income is at or belowl the poverty level are the

only ones, eligible for eprollment* in Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot-PEbjgcts,
(YIEPP). Only economically disadvantaged youths, aged 16-21, who are either
unemployed or-in schocl are eligible for the other Part A programs (Job.Corps
- and Summer Youth Program participation),r Fourteen and fifteen yezar-olds may
be eligible if authorized by Secretary of Labor regulation.

The YIEPP and Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Projects (YCCIP),
Subparts 1 and 2 of Title IV Part A, have been determined for FY 1979.
Together they receive thirty percent of Part A funds (Sec. 416, Sec. 421).
Brief descpiptions of their purposes and current status are presented 'in
anothur section. Subpart 3: Youth Employment and Training Programs CYETP)

.is the focal point of CETA-vocational education cooptration at the local
level. Seventy percent of Part A funds are allocated for this subpart. The
legislation ‘states; ‘ ‘

1y o SR
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"“'a significant long-term impact on the structural un?mployment
preblems of youth, supplementary to but rot replacing pragrams

It 'is- the purpose of this subport to establish ‘programs to make

and acthItle% avalldhle under Title II of this Act. (SQL, '431).

Hixteen categarlenbof appropriate services for funding under this pa

1Tt are

listed, inciuding: Gutreach assessment, orientation, counseling, development
of information, literacy training, attainment of egquivalency certificates. job-
gampllng, institutional uand cn-the-job training, job. develapmaﬁt job re-

structuring, and placement assirtan;e CScc. 432 (3)(A)- (P))

Seventy-five percent of funds available for YETP go directly to prime 53L“'u1ﬁ*
on a tarmulg basis (Sec. 433(b)) From thls amount not less than 22 percen®:

" shall be used for pragrums for in-schocl youth carricd out
pursuant to agreements between. prime sponsors and local
education agencies. ..iPartlclpints who are enrolled or whd
agree.to enroll in a full-time )régram 1ead1ng to a secondury
school diploma, a junior or commynity college degree, or a
technical .or trade school certificate of cempletion [are-
etigible]. Each such agreement shall contain provisions to
assure that funds rgg51ved pursuant fo the agreement w111 not
“supplant State and Tocal funds cxpanded for the same purpcse
(Sec. 433(d)(2))

The twenty-two pergent set-aside ;an hecnmc a target share rather th

‘_(

an the

intenddd minimum threshold. Again however, same prime SPOnsots commit much

more thhn this percentage to these purposes. ﬁllglh;llty is restri
youths 16-21 who are in school or are ungmployed or are underémn]cy

cted to
ed and

whose tamily income does not exceed eighty-five percent of the lower 1i'ing

standard) inicome level (Sec, 435(2)), There are three cxgeptions to
llmktdllﬂP :

\ =
Ten percent of funds available for this subpart,may be

used for programs which include youths of all edonomic
ackgrounds to test the desirability 6Ftycludimg youths
of\all economic backgrounds. ~ (See YEDPA'RUTCs and Regula-
~ ti,Ps. Federal Register, 43 (April 7, 1978); 47.716(d))

A : ’
The Secretary of Labor may authorize by regulation parti-
cipation of 14 and 15 year olds who are in school,

S

fom—y

s

3. The Secretary of Lubmr may waive by regulatign thesfamily
income ceiling, . .

Five percent of the funds available for YLTP o directly to governo

SpeLial’%tatewiHE'voﬁth services plan is required for receipt of th
Six types or cooperative, uxpﬁrlmﬂntd] and model programs ave des
the law,

'
'

| \ ) - j ) -
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- Bach prime spansgr who rec31ve$ funds under YETP must establish a youth council,
including representatiq‘ of the local vocational education advisory council
© (Séc. 436(a)(7) snd (b))}« This council is responsible.for making recommendations
" to the prime sponsor planning ‘cquncil on activities conducted under YETP and
YCCIP, . L

Finally, the 1eg%5latfan states that:

suitable’ arrangements [should be made] with appropriate state

and local education offic.als whereby academic credit may be .
awarded, consistent with appi.cable state Iaw,{by educational
institutions and agencies for competencies’derived from work - 8

experience obtained through programs established under this :
part. (Séc, 44S(b}; 426 (L) (2); 427(b)(2); 443(f)(1)(B); 445(3)) -
- Work experlggﬁﬁ%gragrams for in-school youth funded under YETP requ1re an agree-
ment betwggh the prime spopsor and a local education agency, or agencies that
assures the substance of the program and the TEVIEW of the- agreement by the
“youth council. '

The language uf Title IV permlts close cooperatlon between vocatlanal educatlon
~institutions and related prime s?onsor activities. ° .

Title V: Natiana] Camm1ssign fuiiz B o !
= Empkayment Pa11cy ﬁ} . S .

L]

This commission »whlch has been chlled the National Commission for Manpower
Policy until now, is the CETA' counterpart of the National Advisory Council on
Vocational Education. In turn, a cepresentative of the National Adv150ry
Council on Vocational Education is ‘a mandated member of thc qumlsleﬁ One
. of tem designated functléns Df the &ommission is to:
Identlfy, afte; caﬂaultatlﬂn with the Natianal Advisory C@uncll
« . on Vocational Education, the employmeént and training and voca-
tional education-needs of the Nation and assess the\extent to
- which employment and training, vocational education, vocational
~ rehabilitation, and other programs assisted under this and
‘related Acts represent a consistent, integraed, and coordinated
approach to meeting such needs. (Sec. 503(5), also see VEA, Secc.

162(b) (4) (A)) i f , N )

Again, the statement of purpose is clear. CETA and vocational educatlon should
caordlnate and intecgrate the provision of services.

iy
f

Titie-VI: Ccuntercyc1ica] Public Serv1ce
EmpTQyment Program :

" The praviqlons af this titlc arc not discussed heré because the focus of funding
i is on temporary nleiymént during pcr:oda of flgh uncmplayment

a 5\ ’
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~of local education agencies and irdstitutions, but it must have

- EXAMPLES OF RECENT INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE

Title VII: Private Sector Opportupities,For ' ,
The Economically Disadvantaged '

_the purpose .of this titldé is to demonstrate the effectiveness of a variety of

approaches to involve the business community in employment and training.
activities. Each prime sponsor seeking funds under this title must establish
a4 Private Industry Council (PIC) to include, among others, a reépresentative _
ge i!‘e%rna_m::‘:l;ty repre-
sentation from business and industry. This PIC must show evidence that comments on
-p¥anned activities by the prime sponsor planning council have been sat;sfactnr;ly;
considered and that the prime sponsor and the PIC both agree to the plan sub-
witted. This plan’is intended to elaborate upon the pertinent Title II'plan,
and- to be integrated with. all other initiatives taken under this Act so the’ .
funds are used to supplement, not supplant, other activities (Sec. 705(a)).
UInlike the prime sponsor planning council, the PIC is permitted to operate
programs. The.discussions of these laqal PICs will ‘be of 1mportance to voca-
tional educators. :

Title VIII: Young Adult Conservation Corps
This title, like Title VI and Parts B and C of Title IV (Job Corps anﬁ‘Summer
Youth Pro;rnm, resnectively) is of tangentlal importance -to -the major thrust

of this paper. .

Summary

e P
\

expoae rEdders to enough of thQ ‘substance of the 1978 CETA Amendménts to

. whet their appetite for more, in which case a complete readlng of the
- Amendments’ should be undertaken. /A~summary of relevant provisions is -

presented in the appendices. Readers must judge for themselves what -is
applicable to their situation, This section has developed a practical map . w
of-the terrain. .The burden now lies w1th the reader to determine what use

will be made of this information. :

e
K

: -
!

Up to this point, only historical developments and current legislation have Cot
been examined. With this background, attention can now be turned to early

. evidence of YEDPA impact on vocational education-CETA cooperation. Early ..
“indications reveal a share of YGTP funds for in- school programs which is

double the mandated twenty-two percent (A Knowledge Development Plan,"’

Department of Labor, 1978). Caution is urged in drawing-any hasty conclusions,
Pressure to obligate funds may have cnticed prime sponsors to quickly enter

into LEA agreements, an action that might not he replicated under forward

funding provisions. In addition, it is important to consider the alternative

o
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courses of. prime sponsor action. There ate indications that prime sponsors
. sometimes retreat 1n§o agreements with LEAs in order ta avoid negotiating
with CBOs over which they have little control. Both of these interpretive.
cautions have to do with process issués, pen se, not with organizational .
behavior based on, the expected effectiveness of the services promised or
labor market Dppartunitles of clients., -
- The 0ffice of Ybuth Programs of the ‘Department :of Labow alsc reports that there
appears to be a movement away from serving dropouts. to dealing with potential
dropouts; in c¥ses where out-of-school youth are still targeted, greater

emphasis is being placed .on return to school ("Impacts of YEDPA," 1978). .

The willingness of public schools to accept former school*leavers would also
be expscted to be sensitive to declining enrollments associated with demographic
trends. It will be important to monitor the impact of-these changes on/ clients.
It appears that earmarklngQ/f funds may have successfully accomplished greater
use of in-school activitie However, this is a process effect. What really .
matters is the difference this makes in the lives of the youth who partlclpate,

both during and after their R;agr tenure. The.issuc involves what in-school
participation means in practlge Are in-school program enrollees integrated into
regular ¢lassroom activities,: whlch Asia p0351ble process goal, ar-are théy
kept separated from other studénts? " There is some gyldence of 1ntegrat10n in .
this regard (Warzburg, 1978). Sy f/

!

:;

‘Anecdotal ev1dence indicates that some- vocatleﬂal educators’ view CETA Employment
and tra%Plng programs with disdai because of alleged ‘diminished standards for
program completion and certification of competence. The presence .of this atti-
- tude 'suggests a need to be alert to situations where YETP resources are accepted
.by LEAs without a reciprocal commitment to provide appropriate vocational :
educhtion services. Vocational educitors seek substantial control over parti-
cipanty selection and establishment of quality standards. The issue comes down
to achuntablllty :

Ceoperatlnn between prime sponsors ang LEAs has existed in many locations fo1
long time prior to YEDPA. The National- ‘Advisory' Councilton Vocational Educiatton
reports the following examples (Pucinski, 1978):

-

1. In Alabama, all ‘ritle 1 i;(now Title II) funds for classroom
_tralﬂlng gg “to public ‘vocational education, )

2, In Chicago, four times as much gocs to vocational Eduzgt1on x
under Title I as under the five percent allotment,

3, 1In Erie, PA,the prime sponsor gives priority considération
tc‘ﬁhbllc 1n%t*tur1nna which have deonstrated effectiveness

‘?Qfln the past.

45 In San Francisco, all Title I xlassroom training is provndcd
by public schools and Lommunlty colleges, =~ \

o
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Ehdt, ,

CETA-LEA agreementﬁ fall >into tw0 general groups. lhosc that set
. up LEAs as yelatively autonomous program agents, and thnsc that
-~ set up the LEAs as integral cogs in a coordinated system attempt-
ing to ease the transition of youths from sghvol to work. The
implications for institutional change vgrtsketwgen the two groups.
- (Wurzburgy 1978, p. 46) . 2 S
This interim report concludes that autonomous LEA program agents dlsplay
Ixmlted concern for dronouts or graduateg whg are deflclent in bas1c sklll;i

studenta JlrEddy in the bLhODl system. Hut ac:ordlng to Wurzburg (1918),
“vthere is solid evidence that there is ‘at - 1east onc internal institutional

change: the emphasis on bringing economically disadvantaged students into

the mainstream of angolng programs" (p. 47). This observation is-accompanied

.by a warning’ that these prografns should be monitored in order to distinguish

minimal compliance -from instrumental performance Pnﬂthu client's behalft,

Another five case studies have béen prepared by a team of HEW-and OPY/DQL
chre§untdtivcs (Herrnstadt, Horowitz and Sum, March 1978), This volume
emphasizes the un;qucncs% .of the LEA-CETA asgrcement as a new institutional

" feature, as one would cxpect from this source. Tentative conclusiong reached
include the tallow1ng_LHerrnhtgdt,kqoraw1t; and Sum, March 1978) ¢ '

1. Four months uftcr prngrdm sturtup, many of the initial
, *lppreht:n&:&ns about the leverage, role and impact of :
prime sponsors .on schoal programs had subsided .
2. It appears that smaller communities, where staff on both
sides were, familiar with cach other and whert new program
: ideas had hcen developed but not melemented gcncrated
‘%%%$§ the more innovative programs , ; -
3. (T)he overall number of d;sadvantaggd ynuth b21n5 served
in in-school programs has increased with the advent of YETP.
4, Prngram regulatiamws hinder the broad cxposure of youth to
pr;;i}e sector job opportunities....The areas of academic
credit, scheduling, extended school day, -vacation and
graduation requirements descrve much more attention. Many
opportunities for youth are missced hecause of administrative
restraints,

153 * -

The report then highlights five degrees of CETA-LEA jntegrntion:

1. Majﬁr change=-llouston, TX -
2. Yutting it all together--Worcester, MA
3. Collaboration--Bialance- of State, MN Ve \
4. Ncgllglhlc--lulrtux County, VA ! ] i
S.HRhﬁ{:u%ﬁ as usuitl--Los Anpeles, CA _ .
i
. ’ B ) . 5 B
N I L)
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1n;t1§§;vee begen, at least in thls form, in Auguet 19?7 Me1er progrem

assessment activities are currently underway ("A Knowledge Development Plan,"

1978),, Many of these activities arc being coordinated by four nonprofit -

intermediaries;

: =g

1. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation '(MDRC)--research dnd
demonstration aspgcts of the 17 sites involved in the Youth.,
Incéntive Entitlement Pilot Projects.

2. Corporation for Public/Private Ventures (CPPV)--public and private
sector.linkages, and replication of a successful community improve-
ment project model.

3. Youthwork--coordinating the 1ﬁgent1ve awards for exempldry in-school
programs. At this time, forty-six pro;eete have been Eunded in

four categories:

¢
1

(a) academic credit for work cxperience
tb) private sector involvement .
(¢) counseling and carcer guidance
(d) youth initiated projects i
4, Corporation for‘Yeﬁ%h EREETPT1§E% (CYE)--assistance in the devélop-
~ ment of enterprises run.by and employing youth.

The reports which will be pfepafed by these and related organizations during
the next two years heve a petent1a1 fer providing insight into the topic of
eeerdlnetlgp )

This review of -past and present inetiteiionel structures describes the
drganizational possibilities rhat exist at the present time for vocational
education-CETA cooperation. 'The next question is how these organizational
opportunities can be translated into probability statements.

TRANSLATING POSSIBILITIES INTO PRACTICE
The following premises underlie the point of view concerning barriers to
coordination that is cxpressed in this section:

1. Natlonal fiefdoms (and state counterparts) in the Congress,
executive departments, and lobbying groups limit the extent to
which local institutional consolidation and vuoperation is possible,
These territorial imperatives are nurtured independent of their

consequences for client effectiveness. R » -
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2. Elabcrnting upgﬂ the point just‘made there are impoftant Brganizational

playment appnrtun;ty

3. ‘Historical events and present perscnalities at all jurisdictional levels
define, to a large extent, tHe degree of freedom which exists to recast
current organjzational relationships.

4. Both the vocational education and CETA systems have, to date, allocated-
available redources almost entirely on the basis of indicators of alleged
need, not in response to remedial pramlse This distinction is related to-
the previous three observations, and is of overwhelming importance.

Vocational education funds are allocated to states on the basis of population’
size, family income estimates, and target group designations, From the state
level o:cupatlonal emplnyment opportunltles are sald tD be an 1mportant

(Lecht 1978 St2vens 1978). LETA funds are dlstrlbuted ac:ardlng to estl-
mates of low income, uncuployment funds und undercimployment leveis, and con-
centration of unemloyment in some cases. Small exemplary and demonstration
allotménts are made throuﬁh both systéms Where, though is EXPllClt conglderi

the 5gvgr:tyng prablem and the llkellhood that 1t% solutlon is known ‘and
can be achieved. The surface reasons why federal funds are currently dis-
bursed on the basis of these criteria are well documented. But an immediate
task is to achieve a better, undersca. ling of what the appropriate relationship
between vocational educotion and CETA is, should be, and can be. These sur-
face reasons are of little interest in this regard, except insofar as
vocational educators and CETA prime sponsors are engaged in a common effort to
demonstrate s:ill greater need for their services vis a vis #ll other claims

on federal ftu ls, R/J

Through conEFQSﬁiona]'mdndutc erm}rklng of dpp!oprldtlﬂn%, and regulatory
directive, attempts are being madé to-focus both vocational cducation and
CETA resources more and more narrowly on LLonomlgdlly disadvantaged persons,
Three very different explanations can be given for this narrowing of
LDnbtitLEDCy. :

1. Limited availability of funds requires greater target effliciency, and

this narrowing can he accomplished without stigmatizing vocational
education and CETA programs and their clients, to the detriment of all
thrue,

P 13

2, Thiw tnrgetlng signals a sense of congressional and administrative
FutLlity regarding the possibility of achieving genuine efumotnun of
individual employment opportunity through these wuspicesy the con-
tinuing investment of funds through these channels thercfore represents
a political attempt to placate both program operators and their ¢lients--

; -19-
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in the first case through institutional sustenance, and in the second
1ns£an;e by dcmonstrating ‘that "we' rg try1ng "

3.. This focuﬁlng demonstrates confldenge in the ablllty of vgcatlonals
education and CETA organizations, working together in close harmony,
to achieve a high priority social goal: a reordering of life-chances
through enhanced employmént opportun;ty for those with the bleakest

~ prospects otherwise.

pretatlcns, recognlglng that element§ of all three apply in most cases, i.e.
these .are not mutually exclusive categorics? Reliance on what is said is nDt
appropriate because the second gxplandtlon is generally inadmissable in public
discourse, even though it is a subject for private speculation in many quarters.
Fiirthermore, the first and third intferprectations involve attrlbutlon of :

unobserved intent.

Consideration of ‘this issue is crucial for deciding what w111 be sought in the
future as evidence of success or failure. In this rcgard a curious observa-
tion should be noted: little attention has been devoted to distinguishing the
contributions made by vocational education and employment and training pro-
grams to improving individual employment opportunity. Limited evidence of

. Congressional, executive and state agepcy, and program operator attention to

client outcomes after leaving these systems is available, despite volu..inous
evaluation literature (Stevens, 1978). Based on observed actions to do.c, it
is difficult to -defend the proposition that either vocational education or

CETA programs have been primarily intended to acdeve this redistribution of

individual well-being. Admittedly, there are technical difficulties involved, e
and it is promised that new accountability procedures will improve upon what
has occurred to date. Alsoc, .- is possible that this goal has been sought in

a diligent manner, but that we truly do not have. sufficient understanding to

‘proceed .« 2ctively.

It is impossible to develop the full.substance of this point of view here.

When process considerations take on a life of their own, it is quite possible
to neglect outcomes. This is why the outcomes/process statement of purposes

in the CETA Amendments of 1978 was quoted earlier. It also explains why so
much of this paper has been devoted to an examinition of current organizational
stracture, The following excerpt from a recent newspaper column, "Terminating
Public POllClES " summarizes the situation:

Constituencies are the dominant force in policy politjcs. No govern-
ment program is without an organized constituency to protect and nur-
ture-it, Those programs that some believe can be easily eliminated
“without much loss (and perhaps with some gain) are prec1sely those
programs that others beglieve are absolutely essential. Moreover,
people care-much more deeply about the continuation of the program
from which they directly benefit than about the termination of those
programs that they feel are Jnlmpnrtant or wasteful. Those who benefit

- from a policy may be few, but they understand clearly the personal
costs of its termination. They will qu1ck1y mobilize to resist -any
such threat. (Behn, 1978, p. 24)
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Seqp in this light, the uppurtunxtlca for vocational Edu;dtan CETA
cooperation which are provided in the CETA Amendmgﬂfé of. 1978 reépresent a
Congressional compromisce among competing constiruent objectives. The pre-
liminary evidence reported from first-year YEDPA activities demonstrates the
potential for eliciting a desired institutional response by ‘offering a ]7”1
pro quo. Having accomplished this coupling, two crucial research questions
min to he answered:

=

. Must carmarking of funds be LOHtlﬂULd and must exemplary/demonstration
devices. be retained to assure Lontlnu1ty of organ1znt10n11 cooperation?
That iy, must cxternal mandates and sweeteners remain a fact-of-life; or,

~ are they only required to achieve a "mutual awareness of the advantages

<Toof cooperation? .

What difference does voeational cducation-CETA cooperation make in® the
lives of program clients after they leave?

[

- Answering the first qucatlgn requircs an adequate test of organizational be-

havior in the presence or absence of incentives. Addrcsa1n5 the Sggand yuestion
involves modeling the cmpluymcnt opportunity phenomenon: what determines an
individual's labor market opportunities, und the advantage that is derived from
them? Is this a deterministic process, or are random factors 1mport1nt¢ (See
Thurow, 1975; Cain, 1976; "Structure of Labor Markets," 1978.)

Notuhlc u*é;ptluna notW1thatnnd1ng, there hua been a general failure to usc,
postparticipation employment expericnce as an important accountability factor
fFor both vocational cducation and employment and training organlzatloné. This
is interpreted as evidence of limited intcrest in this objective vis a 'vis
selt-contained process objectives gauged by the measurement of sach events as
intake frows, service transactions, and job placements at termination. None

of these has direct client well-being connotations. .Job placement is a trans-

“action vequiring the temporar: satisfuction of two parties, a hiring employer

amd i job nSpirunt,‘ What occurs thereafter may bear little rclationship to
this event. Does the new hire perform competently? Ts a subsequent career
progression exhibited?  These aspects of lubor market cxperience are far more
important if wo are scrious about trying to 1dcnt1Fy stable relationships
hetween 1nstltut|un|l skill development and adhagquent labor market opportu11ty

The issue of considering remedial promise as a factor in resource allocation
b

Sdecisions, supplementing indices of need, is fraught with dangers. The boundary

hetween such consideration and Yereaming' practices is not well defined. The
important point is that it is necessary to ask explicitly: what is possiblq?

It would be naive to propose that resources should never be dllocated on tle
are legitimate OhJELthC% fol
vocational education and CETA programs other than enhancement .of client en =
ployment opportunity. The latter has been neglected too long, however, ahd

coordination can neither be discussed lntgllnggntly; nor pursued Effl;léhtl}\

until this negligence has been corrected. Leet ' *
)




RESEARCH PRIORITIES

This paper has combined a brief glimpsc at historical origins with an examina-
tion of current vocational :cducation-CETA.relationships. Refererces are avajl-
able.to the reader who wishes to pursuc a particular topic.. The major purpose
throughout has been to use this foundation to ¢stablish a rescarch and develop-
ment agenda for the immediute future. :

%

An obvious dichotomy which appears in this. paper separates internal organiza-
tional issues from client impact topics. This is not to say that—there arc

EP interdependencies betwecn the two; indeed, the knowledge development thrust
Jf YEDPA, Title IV in the CETA Amendments of 1978, is designed to identify
these linkages. ‘ o ‘

Organizational issues have received undue attention, without adequate consid-’
eration of the client ‘conscquences of thesc relatipnships. A recommended re-
‘scarch agenda that is based on this premise follows. “

Organizational Behavior Issues .
. _ _ 7 ‘

b T

The most important unanswered question is: what are the objectives of each of
the following organizations, in relation to vocational education and employ-
ment and training? -

1. The Congressional committees which handle vocational education and

CETA legislation and the respective appropriations committees
2. HEW's U.S., Office-.of Education and DOL's- Employment and Training.
Administration ' o ‘
State department of education and prime sponsors
Community based organizations
local education agencies . ' v
. State and local clected officials - .
. State and national lobbying groups

)

These objectives must be inrerred from what the groups do, not what they say.

After the objectives of each group havebeen defined, there should be a care-
ful analysis of consistencies and_indégsisteniiés:dmcng them. Changes over
time in organizational objectives sheuld be documentcd. The flexibility of

each group in adapting goals to changing circumstances should also be considercd.
Reliable predictions about future legislation and organizational relationships
are dependent upon this type of rescurch.

One problem of this approach is the Ampact on the orpanizations examined. None
of the groups referenced can be expieted to embrace gn effort to reveal evidence
of parochialism in their organizatidnal behavior: Bvery organization operatces

L
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to promote 1t§ own objectives. Indeed, the challenge is to take advintage of-
‘this knowleédge to use this organizational characteristic in ways that might
behefit their constituents. i )

A : 'S -

] . -

RSN - S i

Ctient Effectiveness Issues

leen my p2551m15t1c conclusion that organi: .ional issues have long dominated
attention to associated client consequences, it should come as no surprise
that the highest priority is placed on determining the nature of this linkage.
QUESEIQﬁS requiring answers includej when does consideration of developing

- individual employment Dpportunlty become explicit? What assumptions are made
in these considerations? Is there general agreement on the appropriateness of

these premises? - If not, whyj and does it matter*

Carefli. attention must be given ‘to the -changing context in which these programs
exist. What. appeared to be successful yesterday may not be worthy of
replication today. What worked with a white male constituency may no longer

be viable. - What was feasibf€@ when there was only one type of program. ‘avail -
able may be vulnerable in fhe face of competition. The question remdains, who’
can be helped, under what/circumstances, at what cost?
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APPENDIX A ~ EVOLUTION OF CETA LAW
'PROGRAM TITLESONLY -

ORIGINAL CETA LAW 1973 AS AMENDED, 1074._AS AMENDED 1977 CETA REENACTHENT 1978

TiTLE | = Comprehensiva

Manpowar Services z i !
TITLEII-PubImEmpIay g \xTITLE 1 COMPREHENSIVE
ment Pragfams et | > % EMPLOYMENT & TilAINING
x . | SERVICES -
| T Ill}—Special P R T " TITLE Il - SPECIAL FEDERAL
‘Responsibilities o . RESPONSIBILITIES
PartA - Special Target ’ o Part A = Special National Pro-
Groups « ¢ . : £ grams and Activities
'Part B ~ Research, Traina S 5 | PartB- Research, Training and
ing & Evaluation " Part C = Youth Evaluation
- - Employment and
Demonstration i
; .| Projects '
| TITLE IV = Job Corps e | \\\ TITLEIV YQUTH PROGRAMS

: P Part A - Youth Employment &
' 3 Demonstration Projects
coL T Part E Job Corps :
Part C Surnmer Yauth ngram

Title VI Emergency TITLE VI CDUNTERCYCLI
Public Service Em- S CAL PUBLIC SERVICE EM:
ployment : PLDYMENT -
| : | TITLE VII - PHIVATE SECTDE
: : ) " - ) OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE
: i / | ECONOMICALLY DISADVAN-
TAGED
| oo TITLE vii Yaung TITLE VIl = YOUNG ADULT
¢ | o Adult Conservation |, CONSERVATION CORPS
- COMPS  —mmeme—

'Sm:tmn 304 (a) (3 is mmrparated ssPart Cof TITLE IV,

K - Compiled by: Judy Mayar Insmuta of Labor and Industrial Hmatﬁnj University of Houston, November 21,1978 -
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. APPEND!X E
THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR ALLDCATES CETA DDLLARS M

PRIME SPONSORS

Compiled by:._Judy Meyaer, Institute of Labor and Inﬂustrlal Relations, University of Hnusmﬁ
"November 21 1978

W]
B

W = a — .
FOR DELIVERY OF MIGRANT &
SERVICES WITHIN - ~1 NATIVE AMERICAN ‘SEASONAL FARM
THEIR JURISDIC- * GOVERNORS ENTITIES (From ' WORKER ORGANIZ,
TIONAL AREAS (From TITLE 1) TITLES lil; IV & V1) (From TITLES Ul & -
{From TITLES I1; : \ i . ' 1v)
1V & Vi)
86% of total funds 6% of all funds avail- NO LESS THAN NO LESS THAN 5%

" allocated for Title able for Titlasl| 4.5% of total funds of total funds allocated
Il {A,B,C, & D) (parts A, B, & C) for _ | allocated for Title 1| for Title Il {Parts A, B
and for Title V| SUPPLEMENTAL {parts A, B, & C) &C) -

' - VOCATIONAL ' = v
75% of total funds EDUCATION NO LESS THAN 2% 2% of funds available
allocatad for Title ‘ of total funds allo- forTitle 1V-A (subpart

. IV-A (sybparts 2 . 1% of all funds avail- cated for Title H-D 2)
and 3) : able for Title |1 (parts B B

. { A, 8, & C) for SUP- 2% of funds available 2% of funds available.
ELIGIBLE UNITS- FGHT TO THE-STATE | for Title IV-A (sub- for Title IV-A (subpart
OF LOCAL EMPLOYMENT & part 2) 3) :
GOVERNMENT ™ TRAINING COUN-

“(cities, counties, CIL (SETC) ’ 2% of funds available -
or consortia) ' | for Title IV-A (sub-

1% of all-funds avail-~ part 3)
STATES {for services able for Titla 1l {(AL:L : : s
to areas not covered PARTS) FOR COOR- NO LESS THAN 2%
by other prime ‘DINATION AND of total furids allocated
sponsors) LINKAGES WITH for Title VI .

S : EDUCATIONAL g -
RURAL CONCEN- AGENCIESAND & g
TRATED EMPLOY- INSTITUTIONS T
MENT PROGRAMS
{CEPs) A 4% ‘of all funds avail- ®
{limited number of abie jor Title 11 (parts
existing CEPs) A, B, &C) for GOV-

- ERNOR'’S COORDI-
NATION AND i
SPECIAL SERVICES
- — —
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<. v"‘si -
- APPENEux c %
FQRMULAS FOR ALLGEAT!NG CETA FUND';.\FD SFQNEQHS
TJT’LEJ,‘ (PARTS A, B&C) - - FORFY7T9 . | ~ FOR FY '80-82
85% of total funds for o 50% relative funds e 2/3 of the funds to spon-

11-A,B,C to ba distributed recaivad in FY 78 sors will be fllocated bated
io prlma sponsors in each - e 37%% relative number . on tha formuia showi ot
of tha four fiscal yean - of unemployad Fy'7ze
(EvY '78.FY '82} e 12%% relativa number e 1/3 of the funds alioeated
L - of loy:-income adults based on relstive number
: ‘of unemployed parsons
rasiding in Areas of Sub-
« stantial Uneimployiment |
{ASU) within lunsdn:tian
TITLE Il (PART D) . . L R -
85% of total funds to bs ‘@  25% relativa number of SAME FORMULA AS
distributed to prime unemployed residents 'SHOWN FOR FY ‘79,
sponsors ineach of tha ® 26% relative numboer of HOWEVER, NOTE
* four fiscel years unemployed residents in CHANGE" N Asu
(FY ‘79-FY '82) in excess of 4%% un- DEFINITION? ,
/ empioymaent rate

e 285% ralstive nuimber of
unamplaysd ra:idgnt; in

f,j ASU:
& 25% reintive numbst of
a— . . low-inceme adults

TITLE VI '

,BE% of mt-l funds to ba - & 50% relative number of 882 "GRMULH AS
. distributed to prime unemployad residents SHDWN FOR FY 7

sponsors in each of the ‘ e 25% relative numbar gf HOWEVER, NOTE

four fiscal yaars unamployed in A§Us! . CHANGE IN ASU

(FY '79-FY '82) i ® 25% telative number of DEFINITION?
; : unemployed rasidents
in excets of 4%%

(YOUTH QEIMMUNITY CONSERVATION & IMPED\"EMEN’T FROJECTS)

75% of total fundsto ba distributed “® All basad on relative number of

‘o prime sponsors in FY '79 and FY 'ED 'unemployad

(YOUTH EMPLDV, ENFAND TRAINING PRDGRAM&)
75% of total fundy 1 be distributed o e 37%% relutive numbar unamplayad

to. prime sponiors inFY ‘78 anu 7Y G0 " 2 374% relativa ﬁumha. of unamployzd
. rasidents in ASUs?
*  25% relative numbar of low:income adul

1 ASU rafers 1o sreiis whers the aversge unemployment rate is st lemt B%% for any thres Eﬁnu:ﬁﬂ'u monthi-
wmﬂn tfie mokt receni i2-month Piﬂnﬂ
Asu refers to sreas which have sn ‘avarage unsmploymant rate of st Jesst £%% for the most recent 12 mnﬁlﬁ:

l;nmpll;d by: Judy Mavyar, Institute of Labor & Industrial Relations, Univenity of Houston, Navembar 13,1978
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